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EVALUAT] ON OF EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered al-f of the evidence
presented, incfuding the testlmony offered at the hearings.
The Board has also considered a]] of the documentary ewidence
introduced in this case, as welf as the Department of Economic
and Employment Development's documents in the appeal file.

The evidence in the record inc]udes three different documents,
all, from the claimant's physician. regarding the claimant' s
ability to work. The most recent fetter, submit.E.ed at the
hearing before the Board of Appeals, has been admitted into
evidence (Exhibit B-I) . The Board notes, however, that this
exhibiE does not really add any new evidence to the case.
WhiIe the Board has given weight to the physician's medical
diagnosis, t.he Board does not attach significant weight to the
physician's assessmenE regarding desk jobs and whether those
t)t)e of jobs would be consistent wj-th the claimant's medical
condition.

At the hearing before Lhe Board, the claimant's testimony
regarding all the physician's notes was vague and inconsis-
tent. she admitted that she visited her physician in July to
obtain a medical note because it had been reguested by her
employer. When she went to her doctor, the doctor actually
told her tso go home, elevate her feet and to conEinue
elevating her feet at Ieast an hour or two every day throug-
hout the course of the day. The claimant presented no
evidence of jobs in her job classification that she coufd
perform given the limitations placed on her by her physician.
She also admitted that the employer did offer her some light
duty on JuLy 27, 1988 but she was unable to do the light duEy
offered by the employer.

F]ND]NGS OF FACT

The claimant was employed by the United States Postal Service
for approximately three and one-half years, until on or about
Jvly 27, 1988, when she went on a Ieave without pay due to the
fact that she was pregnant and was experiencing certain
medical complicaEions. The claimant was employed as a fetter
carrier.

On or about J\ly 27, 1988, the claimant visited her physician.
At that time, in a written note, the physician severely
restricted the claimant's ability to do light duty work,
requiring no heawy lifting or standing for extended periods of
time. In addition, the physlcian told her to elevate her feet
an hour or two every day. The claimant brought the


